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ABSTRACT 

Social psychologists have studied interpersonal 
conflict by examining styles of conflict resolution such as 
negotiation/bargaining. Counseling psychologists have attempted to 
address these concerns through assert iveness and aspects of parenting 
training. In a previous study, a three-Component confrontation 
model — specified behavior, emotional reaction, consequence of 
behavior — was examined for use with female conf ron tees „ In a 
replication of that analogue study of angry confrontation between 
friepds, subjects were 56 male college students who completed the 
Expressed Attitude Toward Confrontation Questionnaire (EATCQ). 
Results indicated that the complete model (all three components 
present) had as great or significantly greater impact both 
statistically and practically than any other combination of 
components or the "n'o component present" condition N on evecy .one of 
the nine outcome measures employed, bindings were consistent over 
both male and female conf ronters. The Results suggest that direct, 
concise criticism, while potentially threatening, may provide a basis 
for negotiating changes with male friends whether done, by .males or 
females. (Author/JAC) 
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An Empirical Examination of Confrontation Efficacy I 

* V 

People are different from each other. People interact. 
As long as these two statements are true, there will 
inevitably be interpersonal frictions if only as a .force for 
social change {Coser, 1956) • 

The area of interpersonal conflict and its resolution has 
long been the focus of intensive stUdy* Reviews by social 
psychologists Holmes and Miller (1976) and McGrath and Kravitz 
(1982) demonstrate one approach to the study" of this topic. 
The , emphasis- of this perspective is on the development of 
paradigms to explain and reproduce naturally occurring 
phenomena. The research is extensive and provides valuable 
insights into interpersonal dynamics but little is aimed at 
the formulation of specific interventions; general classes of 
action are more the rule (e.g., bargaining is a suggested 
strategy and may even be defined by a set of criteria but a 
specific method or model of bargaining is not delineated.) 

A class of conflict resolution strategies one directed 
■more at the needs of counseling psyphologists for specific 
interventions is Asser ti veness Training. Here too, however, 
the emphasis is more on general descriptions/distinctions and 
types of methods for training clients in assertive behavior 
aguisition (Jakubowski, 1977a) . flhile empirical support for 
the components of this training approach are abundant 
(Jakubowski, 1977b), little if a<ay empirical exploration has 
been done on specific models for conflict resolution. The aim 
of this study was to fill that gap through- the testing of a 
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specifically structured approach to conflict resolution: 

interpersonal confrontation* 

The Three Component Confrontation Model 

The research into cpnflict resolution has been more on a 
macro/general level, For example, negotiation/bargaining 
strategies have been explored extensively (Holmes & Miller, 
1976) , but.no specifics have been offered regarding how to 
initiate strategies or the best form for such interventions to 
take, even though evidence exists that specific structure to 

the conflict situation reduces threat and stress thus 

\ 

facilitating interaction (Cohen, 19 59) • Although empirical 

j 

evidence abounds which would lead to the generation of 
particular models, few have been suggested (Gordon, 1970; 
'Magnavita^hadbourne 8 Wicas, 1980) and even these, as already 
noted, have no empirical evidence supporting their use* 

The Confrontation model tested in the present study is 
based on theory "developed^by Gordon (1970> in his Parent c 
Effectiveness Training approach, Gordon characterizes ( 
effective confrontation in terms of "I-messages« " Messages of 
this type^are designed to engender dialogue, mutual involement 
(Holmes 6 Miller^ 1976), between confranter and confrotitee 
regarding the effect of a specific beha.vior of the confrontee 
on the confronter, i.e., the use of "no lose" conflict 
resolution strategies producing promotive relationshops 
{Deutsch ,1973), Other types of statements ( w You-messages") 
tend to be judgmental, accusing and do not offer further 
involvement or interaction* They are more likely to produce 
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defens iveness, anger, or similar reactions which are barriers 
to effective communication (Holmes & Miller, 1976), 

* "I-message" co rif r ontations* are comprised of three * 
components: a specification of the confrontee's behavior which 
is the focus of a request for change, the resulting feelings 

9 

("owned" by the confronter) and the *ef feet /consequence of the 

behavior* on the confronter. The confrontation takes the form: 

"When you ^ (behavior) , I feel 

(Bolton, 1979T 
(feeling), because j * (consequence) ."y^ Thus the 

model addresses the two primary levels involved in 

interpersonal conflict, affective and cognitive (Ruble 6 

. Thomas, 19J6)., 

Each of the components is intended to add to the impact 

of the communication. Support for the inclusion of a 

cognitive aspect, comes ^from empirical studies by Brehmer (1976) 

and P.adgett and Wolosin (198p) . 
« 

, Specifying the behavior, i.e. making the conflict more 
concrete (Holmes 6 Miller, 1976) , indicates not only the 
•behavior which is the focus of the confrontation/request "for 
change, but the particular circumstances allowing for botft\ 
generalization and discrimination — hence the less ambiguous 
the situation" and the more alternatives perceived by those 
involved in the conflict (Deutsch, 1973; Komorlta S Kravitz, 
1979; Komorita, Lapworth ♦& Tumonis, 1981; Hiller 6 Holmes, 
■1 975). Thus distinctions can be made bet ween jsitua tions and 
the variables within them making the mutual contract for 
change more easily negotiable and liable. 
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The feeling supplies -the impact of the behavior on the 
confronter. It thus indicates the motivation for the 
requested change* "Owning" it - saying the feeling in the "I 
feel" manner - makes it a report of an internal state, taking 
it crut of the realm of accusation. The intention is to 
eliminate, as much as possible, the blasting stance 
communicated by the wording "You made me feel, • 4" which 
tends to engender ydefensiveness, the natural tendency to 
attribute causation of negative emotions to personal rather 
than impersonal forces (Kelley, 1971; Miller & Norman, 1975), 

The consequence component is an attempt to extend the v 

confrontees perception of the situation by indicating the * 

result of the behavior on the confronter, effects perhaps 

unknown or unrecognized by the confrontee. The consequence 

tends to 'legitimize the confrontation by providing data to the 

confrontee. This inforraatign can be of two types in 

legitimate confrontations (nonlegitima te .confrontations are , 

actually disguised values conflicts) , either consequential or 

interpretive. (Holmes and Miller (1976) make this distinction 

using the terms "realistic" and "autistic;" respectively.) In a 
» 

consequential confrontation the effect is readily observable, 
empirical and objective. In the interpretive typ^^ie effect 
— due td an interpretation of the conf ron tee *s behavior ww 
.is'on the relationship, the confrbnter's perception of the 
relationship or the confronted s reaction to the, confronted 
Interpretive confrontations tend to request clarificaton of 
the intention of the behavior . and/or the status of the 
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relationship as a prelude to and facilitation o'f the , 
negotiation of a> contract for change (frelley, Shure, Deutsch, 
Faucheux, L^nzetta, Moscovici, Nutin, Rabbie F, Thibaut , ' 1970) . 
Problem Statement 4 

Gordon's (1970) PET Approach is widely disseminated and 
discussed (e.g., Moreland & Schvebel, 1981; Resnick, 1981) > 
However, little' effort' has been expended establishing 
empirical support for the approach (Tramohtana^ SherretsS 
Authier, >980)„ The research which has been conducted is not 
empirically sound Enough to provide adequate substantiation * • 
for the use of PET methods (Rinn Z Markle, 1977; TaVormlna, 
1980) • In particular*, the use of "I-message"- ponf ronufcation, 
while logically compelling, has no direct empirical support. 

Does this confrontation model "function at all/ let? alone 

* i (i 

ks predicted?- Are each of the components, necessary? jlnd, if 
so, how does each contribute to attaining the desired /effect 
^of the cofif rontation (control o*i def ensiveness and th<3 * 



negotiation of a mutual "no lose 11 contract for behavior 

change)? will these effects beconsistent independent of 

* »- * 1 * 

other situational variables such as the sex of the confrdnter? 

r 

These are the guestions the present study was designed to 
address, ' > 

* ' Method * * ' . % 

Subjects . "■ - 

The subjects were 56 male undergraduate volunteers 
enrolled in the Introduction to Psychology course at the 
University of Kentucky. Gender of confrontee wks not included 
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^>^s,a factor in .this, study since 'a parallel study (Remer & 
Wdtspn, 1$82) collected data on? females compatible with the 
present information/ 1 , 

•Subjects were all between (the ages 'of 18-22, All 
, A J ' 

received course credit "for their' participation in the sjtudy. 

" Proc edur es * 
. To test the ef f icacy_jif__±ie confrontation model an 
analogue procedure was employed. While there are .limitations 
to analogue studies {Kunley, 1974), the relative control and' 
safety affotded were deemed necessary in an initial 

exploration, ... ^ . 

- . *» / 

** \ , ' 

Since conf rorita tf.ons- take place in 'raa'ny contexts, 

decisions had to be made to limit the study in reasonable and 

'. representative ways* Accordingly the feeling component was 

specified to be anger; the behavior was specified as being 

late for an appointment; and the consequence, lack of respect, 

. was interpretive (being generally more common than 

consequential confrontations) . These' choices were made to 

provide, a common situation to which most -sub jects. could relate 

and beca.use the confrontation could take place, either in a , 

* counseling, business or friendly context, providing a basis 

f'pr, comparison in future studies. 

> . % j 

,Tor this study the situation was structured to produce a 

confrontation between friends. This circimstance was chosen 

as the most universal and least threatening of the options"' 

available^ thus the easiest one .with which subjects could' ■" 

identify. Also, nrore interpersonal conflict is manifest when 

* r ' * > ' s. 

V # 

• / -o , 
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the individual power of those involved is ^eVjual (Thibaut 8 
Faucheux, 1965) , thus providing a sterner test for the model/ 

To kssess the effect of the differ&jit components of. thfe / 
model, 16 videotape confrontations were recorded,, Eiqht of 

4 

the confrontations were by a single female corrfronter and the 
other ei ght by a single ©ale, thus including gen d er of 
confronter as a factor in the design. 

The two sets of eight confrontations were designed to 
assess t#€ effects of all components of the model, individually 
and in combination. The segments of 'the videotape thus ranged 
from no components present to all components present, i.e. , 
the full model. The eight segments are presented in Table 1. 

Insert Table 1 about here 
f An accuracy check waS performed after the videotapes were 
made to insure that the confrontations seemed realistic and 
true^to the model* The videotape was viewed by six experts/ 
licensed psychologists and advanced graduate students, trained 
in confrontation using this model* Based on the* experts* 
feedback, adjustments were made and the final versions of the 
videotapes incorporating the order factor were produced. 

% Order of presentation of the components — - whether 
subjects saw the full model first or whether segments 
presented built toward the full model' — -was considered a * 
possible confounding variable/ To assess and control for 
these effects the order of presentation of the 'number of 
components was varied in four ways:, ascending (0., 1, 2, 3), 
descending (3, 2, 1, 0) and two arbitrary orders (2, 0, 3,' 1) 
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and (1/ 3, 0, 2)-, - 1 

These arrangements represent two compromises with the 
optimal situation, i.e., total randomization of s^fjmQnts. 
Since there are U 0 r 3 20 permutations (possible orders) of .eight 
segments (the number of permutations of 16 segments .is an 
astronomical figure), it was obviously a practical 
impossibility to produce on tape for each *p&ssible orderin.g. 
In addition, not all possible orderings within combinations 
(e.g #/ beha vior-consequences as compared with consequence- 
behavior) were sensible. The logical ordering consistent with 
the original model was, theref ore , maintained throughout 
(i*e. 0 behavior-feeling, f eelingconsequence, behavior- 
consequence) . The four orderings employed in the study were 
selected to control for ordering effects and to provide 
information regarding the cumulative.,eff ec ts of the model 
components on learning this confrontation style. 

Finally, to control for the .possible impact of tnalfe 
versus female confrontee, the subjects were randomly divided, 
tfalf saw .the male confronter first, then the female. the 
Other subjects viewed the segments with fe.malef confronter 
first* 

The 56 subjects were assembled in a room., • Informed 
consent was elicited and they were then randomly assigned to 
each 6f the 8 cells (2 gender orders x 4 presentation orders) 
of the design. (There . was one minor error in assignment so 
that .the cells were sightly unbalanced). 

After the subject's were moved to the rooms for the 

e 

"* ' * * ♦ 

■ 10' 
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presentation of the videotapes, they were given a few minutes 
to familiarize themse Ives with the questions/i nst rumen t with 
which they were goin^ # to he asked to respond. Subjects* 
questions regarding the procedures were answered. They were, 
also informed that they would be debriefed after the 
experiment. ■ 

Instructions regarding the situation in which the 
subjects were to try to pbace themselves were read. They werk 
informed that they 

were to assume that: 1) they had a strong -rout ua 1 relationship 
with the person they would he viewing;* 2) they were 
peers/equals with the person (not student- teacher , 
employee-employer, etc.); 3) they were approximately % the 
same age as tjje person; atid 4) they were both th£ same 
educational, socio-economic and religious background. 
They were then told to: "Put yourself in the situation 
and respond to the ten questions as you ftould if you wej:^ 
confronted by a friend as just described." (Each video 
segment was preceded by a short lead in attempting to induce a 
further sense of familiarity with the situation so that 
subjects would not "come in cold"). 

After each of the 16 segments, subjects were instructed 
to respond using the ten item E xp ressed Attitude Toward 
C onfr on tatio n Questionnaire. Approximately 60 seconds were 
allowed for subjects response between the showing of segments. 
I n st r u me n ta t io n 

The reactions of the subjects 'to the compono^ts of the 
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♦model wepe assessed by . developing an instrument expressly for 

rating confrontations* The Expressed Attitude To ward 

* t 

Confrontation Questionnaire ( SATC2) vfas composed of ten items, 

nine dealing wiFh the reactions to the- conf ronta tion and one 

asking hpw well the subjects were able to imagine themselves 

in t^e situation (a reality check). 

The questions -were direct and ^n*a*mbigious dealing with 

the various aspects/in te htioijs of the interaction important to 

« • 
rx>ductiQn of interpersonal conflict (Holmes & Jliller, 1976): 

How cfleaj is the confrontation? Do you know what you .are 
being confronted about? 

How touch would you change your behavior as a* result of 
this conf ronta tio n? ♦ 

How much do you feel open to negotiation wi^th your 
confronter? That is, woul,d you be willing to talk ovfer 
the problem and try to strike' a compromise? 

How much do you understand the conf ronta tion from . the 
confronter's point of view*?* 1 

To what extent, do you feel angry? ^ * * 

\ To wha-t extent do you feel defensive? 

To what extent do you want to withdraw from the 
confrontation? That is, do you feel ^like walking away 
from your confronter? 

To what extent do you want to withdraw front the 
relationship with your confronter? That 'is, do you what 
tcf end # the friendship? 

Overall, ho'w would you rate this confrontation as td 
effectiveness? 

How well were you able-to put yourself into* the role of 
the confronted? 

Five poi,nt Likert-scales were used to elicit ^subjects* 
ratings^ Each point on the scales Was anchored by a 
description of the subjects 1 possible ^response . (See Table 3 

12 
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for end point anchors. ) Half the 'scales were designed to bd 
• * 

reverse scored tp control for possible acquiescence set. The 
questionnaire* was field tested and revised to insure 'that the 
final form was* clear and^understandable. 

s * * 

Analysis # K ' 

» — ■ ■ - ■ • s / 

^ Because of the" complexity of. the design and the aaount of 
•data collected a multiple # ,stage, branching analysis itas 
performed. At the grossest level of aggregation an 8 x 4. x 2 
(component x o^der x sex of confronted) Repeated Measures 
Multiple Analysis of Variance was done across all ten items of 
the EATCQ. Kext ten 8 jc . 4 x 2 Univariate Repeated Measures 

• • c 

/ 

Analyses of Variance one^ -for^ea- cir -rfceg,~wgge , j --eal-uulet'ted-; 1 - — ^ 
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Finally, post hoc multiple comparisons; using Duncan's Multiple 
Range statistic wer^ performed on each individual factor found 
significant at the £ <j0 1 level for each of the aspects rated 
jon the EATCQ. 

The factor of order of presentation of sex of' confrontee 
was employed only as a* control variable. It did not enter the 
analysis. In addition, a decision was made to evaluate at the 
alpha = .01 lev^el because of the large number of degrees of 
freedom^ in the analyses, producing statistically significant 
results of little or/no practical signif icance. 

Results 

Multivari ate Analysis - * t 

The results of the 8 x % x 2 (component x order x sex of 
confronted) repeated measures multiple .analysis of variance 



•across all ten items of the EATCQ are presented in Table 2. 
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The Wilk*s Criterion for each source of variation has been 
converted to an approximate F-value for easier interpretation. 
The va'riance/covariance matrices which vary according to the 
appropriate error for a particular component are not presented 
since they would consume an inordinate amount of journal space 
.being 10 x 10. They are available from the author upon 
"reguest. , 

Significant effects were obtained due to component of the 
model,, the component x order interaction and the three way 
interaction. By far the most significant effect can be 
attributed to the influence of the different components of the 

tLQflPLL . _ __ ^ . . . ~ ; 

Pnivar gate Analyses 

An 8 x 4 x 2 (component x order x sex of confronter) 

. . r 
univariate ^repeated measures analysis was performed for each 

Of the ten EATCQ questions. The results of these analyses are 

summarized in Table 3. The means # standard deviations and 

cell sizes which correspond to these analyses are not 

presented due to space limitations. They are also available ' 

from the author upon reguest. 

< 

In each case the effect of the components of the model 
was highly significant' { £ <.0Ol). On the ratings of all but 
"possibility of behavior change", "ef feet iveness of 
confrontation* a ad "-identification", there was a significant 
component x order interaction. A significant sex of confronter 
effect was observed for "possibility of behavidr change";a 
significant order^x v sg£ interaction on "willingness to 
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negotiate"; and a significant three wa y- interaction for 
"def ensiveness 11 • 4' 

In interpreting the significant effects, the problem of 
qorrelated errors which leads to a non-homogeneous 
variance/covar iance matrix presents itself. In each of the 
analyses a significant GreenhouseGei ser probability «as^' 
calculated indicating that the significant results obtained 
could^ be an artifact .of this assumption violation. In order 
to cope with this problem the procedure suggested by 
Greenhouse and Geiser -,(1959) was employed, A liberal test 
using the maximuifi appropriate degrees of freedom available for 
the numerator and conservative test employing only one degree 
of freedom for the numerator were conducted. This procedure 
indicated that all bat the significant component effects and 
the sex of confronter effect were equivocal, i.e., significant 
on the liberal test but ndt* on the conservative one. Since the 
multivariate analysis did not evidence any significant sex of 
confronter main effect, no further exploration was indicated 
there.' 

Following this result, cell means for the interaction 

* 

effects were examined and the. strength of the significance for 
the interactions were compared to those for the components. 
None of these analyses produce interpretable results. 
Considering the equivocal outcomes and the large number of 
degrees of freedom in the analysis which tended to produce 
significant results without practical implications, further 
exploration of all but the component effects were terminated. 

15 
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Multiple Comparisons 

In order to investigate the effects of the' individual 
components of the :model and combinations of the components the 
Duncan f 5 Multiple Range statistic was calculated for each of 
the ten questions of the EATCQ. The results of these analyses 
are presented in Figures 1 ^0* The figures are arranged so 
tkat positive outcomes/ratings are consistently to the right 
for easier c'onrparison. 

■ Insert Figures 1-10 about here 

Although it is difficult to generalize across all ten - 
items, one outcome is consistent, the" full model (behavior, 
feeling and consequence combined) produced as positive, if not' 
a significantly more positive reaction in every instance. The' 
only other result obtained with anywh^e neas.that consistency 

is that the "behavior" desciption alone or in combination with 

• ■ V . 

other components has the most .significant positive effect/ 

but for the notable exceptions "angry and defensive" reactions 

t : ' , 

and the tfo questions regarding "withdrawal 1 *. The "no * t 
component" condition and the "feeli-gg" aldne condition tend tq 
p^rodude the most negative reactions; b^i^ fjtted at or^near 

the lotfec end of each scale. Other pdsstbie patterns tf'ill be 

\ ' • 

np.ted in the discussion section. * 
Practi cal Significance 

/ The large number of statistically significant results in 
the hypothesized direction are encouraging and informative* 
However, .the large number of degrees of freedom available in 
the analyses could, produce these findings even w.ith relatively 
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minor .differences in the subjects' reaction's. 

What are the practical implications of the use of the 
model? ^ To ansver this question, the range of the mein ratings 
on each item were examined. In looking at the differences in 
the ratings of the ten aspects St confrontation, practical ' 
significances - shifts /in reactions from neutral position or 
onp end of the continuum to the other - were obtained in every 
instance, except the two Ratings of "desire for withdrawal". 
Only these two /ratings failed to produce an indication of a 
significant practical, shift in attitude, even though a 
statistical significant result was observed. In each ^case, 
however, no negative attitude was expressed originally. 

Discuss ion 

+ The results indicate overwhelming support for the use of 
the full model wh<*n confronting males whether the ^onfront^r 
is male or female. The consistency of these 'findings a'cross 
all dimensions of the EATC£) provide vindication for the' use of 
the full model as an effective form of communication in all 
instances. — — 

Worth noting is that the^behavioral description alone 
sefciis to, produce positive reactions. This finding would lead' 
one to believe that direct, concise criticism, while * 
potentially threatening/ can provide a basis for negotiation 
of t changes with Nnale friends whether d'one by males or other 
females. This finding is 'congrueri t . with those noted earlier* 
from -the Social Psychology literature* . 

Hales generally could only identify w,ith the confrontee' 
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to a moderate degree at best. It could be hypothesized that 

they had difficulty patting themselves in the situation 

because they do not find themselves either confronting or 

# 

being confronted often* Given the aal<§s reaction — 0 

perse vera ting with the confrontation without becoming overly 

angy or defensive *— or desiring to withdraw from either the 

« 

confrontation or the relationship — this conclusion seems 
tenable* However, the lack of identification could also have 
decreased emotional reaction* Further investigation seems 
warranted to clarify the situation* 

While the results of the present study utilizing males 
subjects seems compatible in general with the results obtained 
e^li^x £w i females {freutm. £ itelboa, 19B2y * <Hi^-^<A^t-i^id^ 



discrepancy is evident. The impact of the feeling component on 

< ' 

Ihales* aad females 1 angry and defensive reactions i'S^clearly 

different, Mal&s'do not seem as effected emotionally by J 

confrontations as do females, or else they handle the^impact* 

differently* Gender differences (Kimtoel, Pruitt, ttagenlli, 

*fconar~Goldband 8 Carnevale, 1980) and personality differences 

♦ 

(Hermann & Kogan, 1977)' have been found previously in ' 
^interpersonal conflict situations* A c^ap^rison of the 
differences between males and ^females would shed light on 
these dynamics* Perhaps hints from sex role ^development 
literature would contribute to further understanding and 
indicate how the use of the .model could "be enhanced. Clearly, 
there is a need for additional exploration in this area* 

Similarly, questions of whether similar outcomes-^could be 
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obtained with other populations are worth addressing. 
Certainly the effects of other cultural, economic and social 
backgrounds require investigation. 
Concl usi on • 

, ^ „ 

Since the options included in the design of this study 

" k Were v chosen to be realistic (being late foi; an appointment) 

i c 

mO'St typical (an interpretation of a friend*s behavior as the 
consequence) and most threatening (angry feelings)/ it seems 
teasohable to conclude that other possible -«e.g#, feelings of 
hurt or concern, other specific behaviors or more observable . 
consequences, other types of relationships rsuch as 
counselor/clien£ would produce equally or moi^e salutory 
e f f ec t s. However, these are questions which can be easily 
addressed empirically in future studies* The strength of the 
results would indicate that sujch further exploration would 
jprove profitable and should be done, * 

Conflict in interpersonal relationships is inevitable. 
There is every indication that the three component mojlel 
tested can provide a -viable means for facilitating negotiation 
and possible resolution of such conflict. The specificity of 
the model goes 'far in- making i>t an understandable, adaptable 

h 

and teachable method for helping persons communicate their 
frictions effectively. 
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Table 1 ' 
. Videota'pe Segment Formats 



# of Components/ Combination of 

Components 



Present 

0 . 
1 

1" 

, 1 



none 

behavior 

feeling 
consequence 
s 

feeling and • 
be havior 

feeling and 
consequence 

\ 

behavior and 
consequence 



behavior, 
feeling and 
consequence 



Actual 
Wording' 

"Damn you! 11 

"You're late for our . , 
appointment*" 

"I • m -really angry," 

"I think you have no respect 
fdr me or my ticae*." 

"I'm realiy angry because * 
you're late 'for this 
appoi ntmen*t* V 

"1 * m really' angry because I 
think you .have nb respect . 
for me or wy *time%" 

"You* re,- late for our f * 
appointment and^I think 
you have » no respect for 
"m^lK^my time* " * 




"When you 1 re late for our 
appointment, I feel angry 
because I think you have, 
no 'respect for me or my 
time. 11 



\ 


i 


* 














Table 2 






•ft v A v 

V/ A t A 


2 Repeated Measures MANOVi 


\' Comoonent x Order x Sex 


of ,Confronter 




Source of Variation 




Wilks' Criterion* 


F Value Approximation 


df 


£ 


Component (C) 




0.23 


8.54 2 


70/2076 


0.000 


Order (0) 




0.47 


1.23 


30/126 


0.217 


Sex of confronter (S) 




,0.75 


., 1.43 


10/43 

* 


. 0.199 


C x 0 




0.41 


• 1^53 


210/3640 


0.000 


C x S 




0.82 


1.02 


' 70/2070* 


0.425 


0 X\S / 

) * 




0.47 


1.24 

A 


. 30/126 , 


0.206 


C x 0,x S 




0.48 


1.31 


210/3233 


0.002 



Run bit SAS (Statistical Analysis System). Variance/Covariance Matrices are too numerous and too large 
(10 XjlO) to include in the article. They can be obtained from the author* 

"Underlined JF-values are significant jg< • 01. 
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fable 3 














8 x*2 x 

Aspect Assessed 


4 Repeated Measures Univariate ANOVA (Component x 
Range of Assessment Source of Variation 


Order x 
MS 


Sex of Confronter) 
/ 

df Error MS 


df 


F 


p 


Clarity of confrontation 


l - loyally clear 
5 ■ Vague 

- 


Component (C) 
uraer vu; « 


9 7:37 
0.63 


7 

o 

J 


1.28 

C C A 

D. DO 


364 ' 
52 


76.05* 
0.11 


0.00 
0.95 






Sex' of conf ronter (S) 


0.01. 


1 


0. 89 


52 


0.01 


0.93 




V 


C x 0 


3.35 


21 


1.28 


364 


2.62 


0.00 








0.85 


7 


u • 


364 


2.16 


0.04 


• 


r 


0 x S 


0.36 


3 


0.89 • 


52 


0.41 


0.75 






C x 0 x S 


0.62 


21 


0.39 


364 


1.58 


0.05 


Possibility of behavior 
change 


1 = Definitely would 

remain unchanged 


Component (C) 


14.99 


7 


0.90 

• - 


364 


16/85 


0.00 




j ■ Deiiniteiy would 
change 


Order (0; 

S.ex or confronter (S) 


4.05 
5?52 


3 
1 


6. 33 
0. 70 


52 
52 


0.64 
7.84 


0.59 
0.01 






C x 0 


0.85 


21 


0.90 


364 


0.96 


0.51 




< 


C x S , 1 


0.32 


7 




364 


1.03 


0.41 






U X o 


0.49 


J 


A "7 A 


52 


0.69 


0.56 




\ 


C x 0 x S 


0.31 


21 


0.31 


364 


1.00 


0.47 


Willing to Discuss/ 
1» Negotiate Problem 


j ■ locally closed 
1 « Totally opened 


Component (C) 
Order (0) 


15.56 
5.31 


7 
3 


0. 65 

8.9; 


364 
52 


23.87 
0.60 


'0.00 * 
0.62 




Lb 


Oca Ul L. UllJL L Ull(«cXr 

C x 0 • 


0.12 
1.69 


i 
21 


fi AO 
U • DZ 

0.65 


52 
364 


0.20 
2.60 


'0.66 

o.oo 07 


9 




C x S 


0.35 


7 


0.37 


364 


0.95 


0.47 







Table3(Con't) 






• 




f 




Aspect Assessed 


Range of Assessment 


Source of Variation 


MS 


df 


Error MS 


df 


F 


/ P 






0 x S 


2.31 


3 


0.62 


52 


3.74 


0.00^ 


• 




C x 0 x S 


0.44 


21 


0.37 


.364 


1.21 


0/24 


Understand confronter's 
perspective 


1 = Totally confused 
5 = Totally understand 


Component (C) 
Order (0) 


55.81 
1.94 


7 
3 


1.09 
4'. 07 


364 
52 


51.01 
0.48 


(LoO 
0.70 . 




/ 


Sex of confronter (S) 


0.00 


1 


0.67 


52 


0.01 


0.94 




• 


C x 0 


2.67 


21 


1.09. 


364 
{ 


2.44 


0.00 






C x S 


0.22 


7 


.0.43 


364 


0.51 


0.83 






0 x S 


0.65 


3 


0.67 " 


52 


0.97 


b.4r 




* * 


C x 0 x S 


0.33 


21 


0.43 


364 


0-.77 


0.70 


Angry 


5 = Not at all 
1 - Livid 
i 


Component (C) 
Ord^r (0) 


12.-47 
2.33 


7 
3 


0.72 
4.55 


364 
52 


17.30 ' 
0.51 


0.00 . 

0.68 




* ■ 


Sex of confronter (S) 


' 0.31 


1 


0.61 


52 


0.51 


t 

.0.48 




* 


C x 0 


2.54 


21 / 


0.72 . ( 

* • • 


364 


3_.5_3 


0.00 






C x S 


0.28 


/ 

^. 7 


0.29 


364 


0.99 


. 0.44 , 




• 


0 x S 


1.10 


3 


0.61 


• 52 


1.82 


0.16 " 


* 


• 


C x 0 x S 


0.48 


21 


.0.29 


364 


1.6,9 


0.03 


Defensive 


1 » Not at all 

5 « Totally defensive 


Component (C) 
Order (0) 


• 9.13' 
6'. 12 


. 1 
3 


0.94 
6.54 


364 
52 


9.75 
0.93; 


0.00 
0.44 


ERIC , 


28 


Sex of confronter (S) 


2.12 

t 

e 


1 


0.77 

• 


52 


2.75 


0.1O 

29 



Table3(Con't) 



Asoect Assessed 



Range of Assessment 



Source of Variation 



MS 



of Error MS 



df 



C x 0 s 

C x S 

0 x S 

C x 0 x S 



2.59 
0.08 
0.19 
0.68 



21 
7 
3 

21 



0.94 
0.32 
0.77 
0.32 



364 
364 
52 
364 



2.77 
0.26 
0.25 
2.15 



0.00 
0.97 
0.86 
0.00 



Want to withdraw from 
confrontation 



ul) 



9 

ERIC 



5 = Don't want to 
withdraw at all 

1 « Definitely want 
to withdraw 



LWant to withdraw from 
relationship 



1 « Don't want to 
withdraw at all 
5,= Definitely want 
to withdraw 



Component (C) 5.41 7 0.59 364 9.24 0.00 

Order (0) 12.49 3 7.16 52 1.74 0.1? 

Sex of confronter (S) 0.94 1 0.76 52 1.26 0.27 

C x.O 1.48 . 21 0.59 364 2.53 0.C0 

C x S 0.14 7 0.33 ^ 364 0.43 0.88 

0 x S 1.86 3 0.76 -52 2.44 0.07 

C x 0 x S 0.49 21 0.33 364 1.49 0.08 



Component (C) 5.80 7 0.50 364 11.71 0.00 ■ 

Order XO) 6.46 3 5.43 52 1.19 0.32 ■ 

Sex of confronter (S) v 1.36 1 0.32 52 4.20 0.05 

C x 0 1.21 21 0.50 364 2.44 0.00 

„C x S . 0.28 7 0*21 " 36.4 1.35 0.22 

0 x S ' * 0.34 3 0.32 52 1.05 0.38 ' 

C x 0 x S • 0.31 v 21 .. 0.21 364 -1.46^ 0.09- 
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• 


t 




« 




r 




Table3(Con't) 














Aspect Assessed 


Range of Assessment 


N 

Source of Variation 


MS 


df 


Error MS 


df 






Effectiveness of 
confrontation 


5 = Totally ineffective 
1 = Totally effective 


Component (C) 
Order (0) 


20.02 
1.20 


7 
3 


0.98 
• 5.31 


364 
52 


20.35 
0.23 


0.00 
0.88 




* 


Sex of confronter (S) 


1.34 


1 


0.64 


52 


0.21 


0.65 


■ 




C x 0 


1.19 


"21 


0.98 


364 


1.21 


0.24 






C x S 


0.29 


. «7 


0.42' 


364. , 


0.69 


0.68 






0 x S 


1.15 


3 


0.64 


52 


1.81 


0.16 




t, 


C x 0 x S 


0.49 


21 


0.42 


364 


1.18 


0.26 


Able to identify 
with confrontee 


1 •« Not at all 

5 * Totally into role 


Component (C) 
Order (0) 


8.00 
20.56 


7 
3 


0.88 
5.82 


364 
52 


9.14 
3.53 


•. 0.00 
6.02 






Sex of confronter (S) 


1.18 


1 


0.97 


52 


1.22 


0.27 






C x 0 

/ 

C x S 


0.96 
0.28 


21 

, 7 


0.88 
. 0.39 


364 
364 


1.10 
0.70 


0.35 
0.67 


• 


• 


0 x S 


0.80 


3 


0.97 


52 


0.82 


0.49 




- - 


C x 0 x S 


0.55 


'21 


0.39 


364 


1.40 
_ ,/ 


'0.12 


^Underlined' F ratio* s are 


^significant £<.01.« 
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Table 4 



Gender of Confronter ; 
« 

Order of Presentation ; 
Co~oor.ent of Model. ; 
Aspect 
Clarity (R) 

Change ' 

Negotiation (r) 

Understanding 

Anger 

Sefensiveness (R) 



Withdrawal fron 
Confrontation 



Withdrawal fron 
Relationship (R) 



Effectiveness (r) 



Ascending 
None B 



4.50 
(0.85) 

2.57 
(1.40) 

3.00 
(1.36) 

1.71 
(0.73) 



1.34 
(0,95) 

4.50 
(0.76) 



1.86 
(1.03) 

3.07 
(0.62) 

2.57 
(0.85) 

3.93 
(0.83) 



2.00 
(0.68) 



Cell Means and Standard Deviations for Ten. Confrontation Aspects Assessed 
Male 

(All cells ^or ascending n » 14) # Ascending 

F C BE FC BC BFC None B F 



Fern ale 



4.29 
(0.61) 

2.43 
(0.94) 

3.07 
(1.07) 

2.29 
(0.62) 



3.79 4.50 4.36 
(0.89) (0.65) (0.63) 



2.14 
(0.95) 



3.21 
(1.25) 

3.14 
(0.86) 

2.93 
(1.07) 

2.79 
(1.05) 

3.57 
(0.76) 

3.07 
(1.07) 



1.93 
(1.00) 

3.21 
(0.70) 

2.29 
(0.91) 

3.93 
(0.92) 

4.57 
(0.51) 

1.86 
(0.53) 



3,07 
(1.27) 

3.21 
(0.97) 

2.86 
(1.10) 

2.57 
(1.09) 

3.71 
(0.83) 

2.64 
(0.93) 



4,71 4.43 
(0.47) (0,94) 



4.07 4.50 4.29 
(1.27) (0.65) (0.92) 



1.64 1.21 1.36 1.64 1.36 1.36 
(0.84) (0 n 43) (0.63) (0.93) (0.63) (0.63) 



4.00 3.14 • 3.86 3.36 3.00 
(0.96) (1.17) (0.77) (1.01) (1.11) 



2.36 3.21 
(1.08) (0.89) 



2.14 2.43 3.21 
(0.77) (1.09) (0.97) 



3.43 
(0.£p 

2.43 
(0.85) 



1.93 
(1.07) 

3.21 
(0.80) 

2.36 
(0.93) 

3.57 
(1.28) 

4.07 
(0.62) 

2.64 
(0.84) 

4.21 
(0.89) 



1.50 
(0.65) 



3.07 
(1.07) 

2.79 
(1.05). 



1.71 
(1.20) 

3.36 
(0.93) 

2.14 
(1.10) 

3.64 
(1.45) 

4.07 
(1.38) 

2.21 
(0.97) 

4.29 
(0.99) 



3.29 
'(0.62) 



3.07 
(1.21) 

2.93 
(1.07) 



4.50 
(0.52) 

2.57 
(1.16) 

2.93 
(1.27) 

1.79 
(0.80) 

3.93 
(0.83) 

2.43 
(0.94) 

4.29 
(0.91) 

1.43 
(0.51) 



4.14 



2.00 
(1.04) 

3.00 
(0.88) 

2.29 
(0.99) 

3.79 
(0.89) 

4.50 
(0.52) 

2.00 
(0.78) 

4.64 
(0.50) 



4.07 
(0.62) 

2.36 
(0.84) 

2.50 
(1.02) 

2.14 
(0.86) 

4.43 
(0.65) 

2.07 
(0.62) 

4.29 
(0.83) 



1.21 \ 1.29 



3.50 



3.86 



3.21 
(1.25) 

3.00 
(0.96) 

2.79 
(0.97) 

2.71 
(0.83) 

*.07 
(0.92) 

2.71 
(1.07) 

4.14 
(1.10) 



1.50 



3.64 



(0.95) x (0.76) (0.95) (1.01) (1.00) (0.85) (0.99) (1.27) 



2.93 



3.00 



2.50 



2.50 



BF 


FC 


1.79 


3.29 


(0.89) 


(1-27) 


3.07 


3.00 


(0.83) 


(0.96) 


1.93 


2.57 


(0.73) 


(0.94) 


4.07 


2.7L 


(0.83) 


(1.07) 


4.71 


3.86 


(0.47) 


(1.03) 


1 • ?J 


Z.J/ 


(0.62) 


(0.94) 


4v64 


' 4.21 


(0.50) 


(0.97) 


1.36 


1.36 


(0.50) 


(0.50) 






2.93 


* 3.50 


(1.00) 


(0.85) 


3.29 


2.64 



IZ ^ 3FC 



2.14 
(1.23) 

2.93 
(1.00) 

2.29 



3.43 
(1.22) 

4.00 



1.79 
(1.19) 

3.14 
(1.10) 

2.07 



3.71 
(1.33) 

4.14 



2.29 2.29 
(0.83) (1.14) 



4.43 



1.36 



3.29 



4.36 
(0.84) 



1.50 



3.07 



2.86 



2.86 



(0.94) (0.96) (0.76) (0.94) (0.91) (1.01) (0.95) (1.03) 



Cell ■ (R) indicates reverse scored item, i.e., a higher score is less desireable 



O 




Table 4 (Con't) 



Cer.de r o: Cor.f router : 
Order of Presentation : 
Component of Model ; 
Aspect 
Clarity (R) 

Change 

Xe$otiatipn (R) 
Under steading 
Anger 

Defensivencss (R) 



Wither aval froca 
con tat ion 



Male 



Descending 
Kone B 



(All cells for Descending rT« 14) 



Des<fendin& 



4.43 
(1.09) 

2.50 
(1.45) 

3.86 
(1.17) 

2.21 
(1.12) 

3.07 
(1.21) 

3.64 
(1.28) 

2.71 
(1-38) 



3.00 
(1.41) 

2.93 
(1.21) 

2.93 
(1.27) 

3.14 
(1.35). 

■ 3f57 
(1.02) 

2.93 
(0.73) 

3.57 
(1-09) 



4.07 
(1.00) 

2.14 
(1.17) 

2.93 
(1.33) 

* 2.36 
(1.08) 

4.00 
(1.18) 

2.71 
(1.54) 
s 

3.93 
(1.33) 



2.36 
(0.93) 

2.93 
(0.73) 

' 2.21 
(0.89) 

3.64 
(0.93) 

4.29 
(0.83) 

2.36 
(0.84) 

4.43 
(0.85) 



BF 



2.31 
,(1.25) 

3.00 
(1.08) 

3.00 
(1.22) 

3.31 
(0.95) 

3.85 
(1.07) 

2.62 
(0.87) 

3.69 
(0.85) 



FC 



2.36 
(1.01) 

3.29 
(0.91) 

3.29 
(1.14) 

3.07 
(0.92) 

3.79 
(0.89) 

2.64 
(1.01) 

3.57 
(0.94) 



BC 



2.21 
(0.97) 

3.07 
(1.00) 

2T.86 
(1.17) 

3.50 
(1.02) 

3.79 
(0.89) 

* 2.71 
(0.91) 

3.86 
(0.86) 



BFC 



1.93' 
(1.07) 

3.50 
(0.85) 

2.00 
(0.78) 

3.79 
(0.89) 

4.50 
(0.65) 

2.21 
(0.97) 

4.00 
(0.96) 



None 



4.57 
(1.09) 

2.43 
(1.40) 

3.86 
(1.10) 

2.00 
(1.04) 

3.07 
(1.07) 

3.57 
(1.28) 

3.21 
(1.25) 



2.71 
(1.44) 

2.79 
'(1.12) 

2.86 
(1.17) 

3.14 
(1.41) 1 

3.93 
(0.73) 



3.86 
(1.17) 

1.93 
(0.83) 

2.86 
(1.23) 

2.07 
(0.73) 

4.43 
(0.65) 



Female 



BF 



2.64 2.64 
(0.S4) (1.39) 



4.14 
(0.66) 



4.21 
(0.70) 



2,43 
(0.94) 

2.79 
(0.70). 

2.07 
(0.83) 

k 3.43 
(0.94) 

4.50 
(0.52), 

2.36 
(1.01) 

4.36* 
(0.50) 



2.20 
(1.26) 

2.93 
(0.80) 

3.00 
(1.13) 

3.47 
(1.30) 

4.00 
(0.65) 

2.47 
(0.79) 

3 S 80 
(0.8*6) 



2.50 
(1.16) 

2.86 
(0.95) 

2.64 
(1.08) 

3.21. 
(1.055 

3.93 
(0.92) 

2.50 
(0.76) 

4.07 
(0.92) 



BC BFC 



2.36 1.93 
(1.01) (1.00) 



2.50 
(0.76) 

2.36 
(1.15) 

3.50 
(1.16) 

4.36 
(0.63) 

2.50 
(1.02) 

4.29 
(0.83) 



3.29 
(0J83) 

2.43 
(1.02) 

3.86 
(0.95) 

A. 00 
(0.88) 

2.43 
(0.76) 

4,14 
(0.66) 



•ithdrava^ fron 
Relationship (R) 



2.79 2.07 
(1.25) ■ (1.00) 



1.71 
(0.9*) 



1.29 
(0.47) 



1.85 
(0.90) 



2.29 
(0.99) 



1.71 
(0.73) 



1.29 
(0.61) 



2.36 
(1.08) 



1.93 
(0.73) 



1.43 
(0.51) 



1.29 
C0.47) 



1.80 
(0.68) 



1.86 
(0.86) 



1.50 . 
(0.65) 



1.64 , 
(0.84) v 



Effectiveness (R) 



Identification 



3.64 
(1.39) 

2.93 
(1.27) 



**3.21 ' 

(1*25) 

3.29 
(1.27) 



4.21 
(0.89) 

3.00 
(0.78) 



3.21 
(0.70) 

3.29 
(0.61) 



2.92 
(0.95) 

3.31 
(0.85) 



2.86 
(1.03) 

3.36 
(0.93) 



3.07 
§ (0^2) 

3.43 
(0.94) 



2.64 
(0.84) 

3.43 
(0.85) 



3.79 
(1.48) 

3.21 
0.37) 



3.21 
(1.12) 

3.21 
(1.19) 



4.21 
(0.80) 

3.00 
(1.04) 



3.36, 
(P.03) 

3.21 
(.0.89) 



3.33 
(1.05) 

^.20 
(1*15) 



3.07 
(0.73) 

3.00 
(0.78) 



3.43 
(1.02) 

3.07 V 
(1.00) 



2.79 
(0.80) 

3.71 
(0.99) 



°7 



Table ^(con't) 



! I 

Cer.ddr Crr.fronter ; 
Order of Presentation : 
\ Component of Model: 



Clarke y (4) 



Change 



Xegotiatio* (R) 



Understanding 



Ar.ger 



Defessiveqess (R)f 



Withdrawal frou 
tat ion 

/ 



Conf rcn 



Withdrawa 



J 



i 



flros 
,hip 



Relationship (R) 



Effectiveness (R) 

/ * 

Xceati&Idation 



(Random 
\ None 



A. 31 
(1.18) 

2.85 
(1.46) 

3*38 
(1.39) 

1.85 
(0,99) 

3.00 
(1.15) 

3.62 
'(1.19) 

3.77 
(1*59) 



2.23 
(1.36) 



3.92 
(1.32) 

3:00 
(1.53) 



Male 

(all cells for random n * 13) 
F C bT>> FC 



2.23 4.62 3. 23 2.15 2.62 
(0.83) (0.65) (1.42) (1.14) (1.50) 



2.85 
(0.90) 

2.31 
(1.03) 

3.62 
(0.87) 

4.69 
(0.48) 

2.46 
(1.13)' 

4.85 
(0.36) 

1 

1.15 
(0.36) 



2.62 
(1.12) 

2.92 
(1.12) 

1.69 
(0.75) 

4.31 
(0.75) 

2.54 
(1.20) 

4.23 
(1.01) 



1.62 
(0.87) 



3.00 
(1.08) 

2.69 
(0.95) 

3.00 
(1.15) 

3.85 
(0.90) 



3.00 
(1.00) 

2.77 
(1.30), 
p 

3.69 
(1.25) 

4.23 
(0.93) 



2.77 2.85 
(1.17) (1.28) 



4.15 
(1.14) 



1.77 
(0.83;> 



4.08 
(0.95) 



1.31 
(0.63) 



3.23 
(1.17) 

2.46 
(0.97) 

3.23 
(1.24) 

4.28 
(0.83) 

3.08 
(1.26) 

4.54. 
(0.78) 



1.77 
(0.93) 



3.31 4.15 3.62 3.23 3.08 

(1.18) (0.80) (0.96) (1.09) (0.86) 

3.54i 3.08 2,92 3,85 3.31 

(0.88)', (1.44) (1.12) (0,90) (1.44) 



3C 



2.23 
(1.36) 

2.92 
(0.86) 

2.00 
(0.91) 

3.62 
(0.96) 

4.69 
(0.48) 

2.54 
(0.97) 

4.46 
(0.88) 



BFC 



1.62 
(1.19) 

4.00 
(0.91) 

2.23 
(0.93) 

4.15 
(0.90) 

4.31 
(0.75) 

2.38 
(1.19) 

4.54 
(0.97) 



J 

1.46 1.23 
(0.66) % (0.60) 




3.38 
(1.26) 



Random 



None 



4.77 
(0.60) 

2.69 
:i.25) 

3.46 
(1.39) 

2.00 
(0.82) 

3.15 
(1.21) 

3.69 
(1.32) 

4.00 
(1.41) 



2.00 
(1.22) 



3.31 
(1.38) 

3.31 
(1.18) 



2.62 
(1.26) 

2.54 
(1.05) 

2.69 
(1.18) 

3.46 
(0.78) 

4.69 
(0.63) 

2.23 
(1.17) 

4.62 
(0.77) 



1.0.5 
(0.38) 



3.54 
(0.78) 

3.15 
(1.07) 



Female 



BF FC EC BFC 



4.15 
(1.14) 

2.69 
(1.18) 

3.15 
(1.07) 

2.15 
(0.69) 

4.15 
(1.14) 



2.85 
(1.07) 

3.23 * 
().93) 

3.08 
(1.12) 

y 

3.23 
(1.01) 

3.77 
(1.09) 



2.38 3^08 
(1.26/ '(1.32) 



4.31 
(1.18) 



1.38 
(0.65) 



3.85 
(0.69) 

2.92 
(1.19) 



4.38 
(1.04) 



1.54 
(0.97) 



3.08 
(0.95) 

3.23 
(1.01) 



2.23 
(1.01) 

2.69 
(1.11) 

2.77 
(1.77) 

3.38 
(1.12) 

4.31 
(0.63) 

2.38 
(1.19) 

4.38 
(0.96) 



1.46 
(0.97) 



3.62 
(0.77) 

3.31 
(0.95) 



2.08 
(0.95) 

3.31 
(1.25) 

2.62 
(1.12) 

3.85 
(0.99) 

4.00 
(1.15) 

2.85 
(1.28) 

4.31 
(1.32) 



1.62 
(1.33) 



2.92 
(0.86) 

3.38 
(0.87) 



1.85 
(0.90) 

3.38 
(0.87) 

2.54 
(1.05) 

3.62 
(1.04) 

4.23 
(0.83) 

2.62 
(1.26) 

4. 62* 
(0.51) 



1.31 
(0.63) 



2.92 
(0.86) 

3.46 
(0.97) 



1.46 
(0.88)* 

3.69 
(1.03) 

2.31 
(1.11) ' 

4.31 
(0.85) 
) 

4.15 
(0.99) 

2.69 
(1.32) 

4.31 
(0.75) 



1.23 
(0.44) 



2.15 
(0.90) 

'3.46 
(1.05) 



1 O 



/ 



Table 4 (fcon't) 



' Gender of Cor.fronter : 
Order sf Presentation: 



Male 



V 



F e ma 1 e 



Random Reversed >11' cells for random reversed n * 15) 



Random Reversed 



Co^oor.cat of' Model: 


None 


B 


F 


C 


BF - 


FC 


" BC 


BFC 


Kone 


B 


F 


C 


BF 


* IS. 


BC 


BFC 


Asoect 












• 




/* 
















- 


* Clarity (R) 


3.53 
" (1.19) 


3.20" 
(1. 26) t 


3*93 
,(l.f0) * 


2.00 
(1.25) 


2.00 
(0.85) 


"2.33 
(9-98) 


Z\*33 
(0.82) 


2.20 
(1.32)" 


4.27 
(0.88) 


2.73 
(0.88) 


3:73 
(0.88) 


2.47 
(0.99) 


2.20 

(0.77) 
* 


2.53 2.33 

(0.99) f (0.49) 


1.73 
(0.80) 


* Change 


$M 

(1.45) 


_j ^ 
"3.27 
(0/88) 


2.27 
(0.80) 


3.20 
(1.21) 


3.67 
(0.82) 


3.33 
(0.62) 


3.40 . 

% (0;74) 


4.07 

(0^88). 


2.60 
(1.30) 


3.13 • 
(0.99) 


2.33 
(0.90) 


2.93 
(0.70) 


3.27 
(0.59) 


3.00' 
(0.76) 


3.33 
(0.49) 


3.40 
(0.74) 


• Negotiation (R) 


' 3.80 
(0.86) 


2.93 
(0.80)' 


3.13 * 
<0.74) 


2.53 
(0.92) 


2.67 
(0.72) 


2.80 ' 
(0.68) 


i 

2.73 
(0.80), 


2.27 . 
(1.'22) 


3.80 
(1.01) 


' ,2.60 
(0.63) 


2.80 
(0.94) 


2.87 
(0#74) 


2.87 
(0.64) 


3.07 
(0.59) 


2.93 
(0.59) 


2.33 
(0.62) 


Understanding 


2.00 
(0.92) 


2.67 
(L-29) 


2.00 
(0.85) 


3.60 
(1.06) 


3.47 
(0.79) 


3.33 
(0.82) 


3.27 
(a. 54) 


3.80 
(1.08) 


1.87 
(C64) 


2.60 
(0.91) 


1.87 
(0.74) 


3.20 
(1.15) 


3.40 
(0.63) 


3.00 
(0.o5) 


3.33 
(0.62) 


3.93 
(0.70) 


Anger 


* 3.13 
" (1.25) 


4. 23 
(0.72) 


4. 60 
(0.63) 


M. 11 

(0.59) 


1 Q *7 
J. 0/ 

(0.83) 


JvO/ 

(1.06) 


4 . 1J 
(1.06) 


J. / J , 

(1.10) 


J. zu 
(1.01) 


L 9fi 
4 • ZU 

(0.68) 


4.67 
(0.44) 


4.40 
(0.51) 


3 . Qv 

(1.06) 


3.73 
(0.88) 


3.60 
(0.99)* 


4.07 
<l!03> 


Defensiveness (R) 


2.87 
(1.06) 


2.60 

/A Q1 \ 

(0.91) 


2.07 
(1.10) 


•2i33 
CO. 1 L) 


2.73 

/n oo\ 
\\J . OO ) 


2.47 
v u. yy; 


2.53* 
cutyz; 


3.27 


2.93 


2.60 


1.73 
(0.46) 


2.07 
(0.46) 


» 2.87 
(0.84) 


2.87 
(0.74) 


2.67 
(0.82) 


2.53 
(0 92} 


* Withdrawal f ron 
Con iron Cation 


3.40 
(1.45) 


4.60 
(0.51) 


4/27 
(1.03) 


4.20 
(1.01) 


4.33 
(0.72) 


4/13 
<0.99) 

C * 


4.27 
(0.70) 


3.80 
(1.26) 


3.40 
(1.24) 


4,13 
(0.64) 


4.13 4.13 
(0.83) (0.92) 

V 


3.93 
(0.88) 


4.00 
(1.00) 


4.07 
(0.96) 


4.40 
(0.63) 


Wi tiwrawal ' f ron 
Relationship (R) 


2.27 
(1.33) 


1.27 
* (0.46) 


•1.40 
(0.74) 


1.40 
(0.51) 


1.73 
(1.16) 


1.60 
-(0.91) 


1.47 
(0.83) 


1.73 
(1.22) 


2.00 
(1.25) 


1.47 
(0.92) 


1.40 
(6.63) 


1.53 
(0.74) 


1.73 
(0.88) 


1.87 
(0.99) 


1.67 
(1.05) 


1.27 
(0.59) 


Effectiveness (R) 


3.73 
(1.03) 


3.33 
(0.9*8) 


3.93 
(0,70) 


3.27 
(1.03) 


3.00 
t (0.93) 


3.40 
(1.12) 


3-. 20 
(1.01) 


3.00 
(1.25) 


3,67 
(1.18) 


. 3.47 
(0.99) 


4.47 
(0.52) 


3,33 
(0.82) 


3.07 
(0.96) 


3.13 
(0.83) 


2.80 
(0.86) 


2.67 
(0.98) 



Identification 



2.67 2.60 2.33 3.07 3.33 2.?3 2.87, ' 3.53 2.40 
(1.05) (1.12) ' (0.72) «UO)V(0;82) (0.88) (0.64)' (0*99) t0.9l) 



2.67 " 2.07 . 2.80 3.00 2.73 -2.67 3.47 
(6.96)' (0.80) (0/94) (0.65) (0.96) (0.62) (C.74J 
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Figure 1 








Multiple Comparisons of the Effects of Components of "the Model 
on- Males' Ratings of Clarity of Confrontation 


• 




» 


Component: None F C FC* B BC 


BF 


BFC 




Mean : . 4.35 4.08 2.71 2.60 2.55 2.18 

i 


2.10 


1.80 


- 








0 


Means underlined by a common line are not significantly different p<.01 






■ 


Higher scores indicate less clarity 
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Figure 2' 



Multiple Comparisons of the Effects of Components of the Model 
on Males Ratings of Willingness to Change Behavior 



. Component: 



Mean: 



2.34 



None 



2.60 



2.96 3.03 



BC 



3.10 



Duncan' s Multiple Range: 



BF 



3.12 



FC 



BFC. 



3.15' 3.55 



Means underlined by a common line^are'-not significantly different £ <.01 
Higher scores indicate more willingness^ to change * 



14 



9 



45' 



.Figure 3 



Multiple Comparisons of the Effects of Components of 
the Model on. Males' Ratings of Openness to Negotiation 



Component: 



None 



FC 



BF 



B 



BC 



BFC 



Mean: 



3.52 



2.92 



2.79 



2.66 2.65 



2.64 



2.52 



2.22 



Duncan's Multiple Range: 



Means underlined by a common line .are not significantly different £<. 01 
Higher scores indicate less openness to negotiation 



i7 



Figure ,4 



Multiple Comparisons of the Effects of Components of the Model on Males' 
Ratings of Understanding of Confronted s Point of View 



Component; 



Mean: 



None 



1.93 



F 

2.07 



FC C B BC BF 



3.12 3.21 3.28 3.47 3.59 



BFC 



3.89 



Duncan's Multiple Range: 



Means underlined by a common line are not significantly different £<.01 
Higher scores indicate more understanding 



-/ 



4-8 



IS 



Figure 5 

* Multiple Comparisons ofc the Effects of Components of the Model 

on Males* Ratings of Anger 



Duncans Multiple Range : 



Component : None FC BC C BFC BF 

Mean : . 3.59- 3.88 A. 10 A. 10 A. 12 t . 4.13 

\ 



Means underlined by a common line are not significantly different j><,01 
Higher scores-.indicate a less angry reaction 
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Figure 6 



Multiple Components of the Effects of Components of the Model 
on Males' Ratings of Def ensiveness > 



Component ; 



Mean: 



None 



3.22 



FC 



2.. 70 2.58 



BC 1 



2.56 



BFC 



2.51 



BF 



2.46 2.44 



2.28 



Duncan's Multiple Range : 



Means under lined by a common line are not significantly different £<.01 
Higher scores indicate more defensiveness 



ERIC 
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• • • Figure 7 

Multiple Comparisons of „ the Effects of Components of the Model 
; * . Males' Ratings of Dtfsire to Withdraw from Confrontation 

Component ; ; None FC • BP . BFC F' 

Mean : " 3.65 V 4.13 ' . 4.(L7 4.22 : 4.23 

♦ 

'Duncans Multiple' Range : _ , 



Means underlined by a common line are not significantly different £<.01 
Higher scores indicate less desire for withdrawal % * > # # 



Figure 8 



Multiple Comparisons of the Effects of Components of the Model 
on Males' Ratings of Desire to Withdraw from the Relationship 

Component : None FC BF BC C F B BFC 

Mean: 2.09-^- 1.71 1.58 - 1.50 ' 1.49 1.45 , 1.44 ' l'AO 



Duncan's Multiple Range : 

Means underlined by a common line are not significantly different £<.0l 
Higher scores indicate more desire for withdrawal 
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Figure 9 



Multiple Comparisons of the Effects of Components of the Model 
Multiple Cjomp^ of £f f ectivenes8 of confrontation 



on 



Component : 



Mean: 



F 



4,07 



None 



3.78 



3.36 . 3.34 



FC 



3.18 



BF 



' BC 



3.13 ' 3.12 



»' BFC 



2.71 



Duncan's Multiple Range: 



Means underlined by a common line are not 'significantly different j><.01 
Higher scores indicate lower effectiveness 
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Figure 10 



Multiple Comparisons 'of the Effects of Components of the 
Model on Males' Ratings of Identification with Confrontee 



B BF BFC 



Component : 

m 



Mean: 



2.62 



None C FC BC 

2.78 2.93 2.96 3.05 3.07 3.30 3.46 



Duncan's Multiple Range: 



Means underlined by a common line are not significantly different £ <;01 
Higher scores indicate more identification 
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